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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Peter Nicholas Eman.  I hold the position of Principal 

Adviser Planning (Strategy and Planning) at Christchurch City Council (the 

Council). I have been in this position for five and a half years. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Town Planning from Auckland University.  I have 30 

years’ experience in town planning and resource management.  I am also 

a member of New Zealand Planning Institute.  I have worked for number of 

territorial authorities and much of my work, particularly over the last 20 

years, has been on plan changes and district plan reviews. I was also a 

member of the collaborative working party of strategic partners who 

prepared the Draft Land Use Recovery Plan. 

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide planning 

evidence on the specific relief sought by various submitters on the 

Strategic Outcomes in section 9 of the Introduction Proposal and the 

Strategic Directions Proposal.   

 

1.4 I am the chapter leader for the Strategic Directions chapter. I am also a 

member of the Council’s Technical Advisory Group which provides 

technical input and reviews draft provisions for the proposed Replacement 

District Plan (pRDP).  I have been providing the Council with my expertise 

in relation to the preparation of the pRDP since work began on the 

preparation of the pRDP in the middle of 2013.   

 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   
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3. SCOPE  

 

3.1 My evidence relates to the Strategic Outcomes in section 9 of the 

Introduction Proposal and the Strategic Directions Proposal as it relates to 

the matters listed in the Table of Contents as sections 9 to 25.   

 

3.2 My evidence addresses the specific relief sought by various submitters on 

the issues covered in my evidence.  In my view, some of the relief sought 

is appropriate and I support it.  I have been involved in a mediation with 

representatives of the Crown, regarding the issues raised in the Crown's 

submission on the Strategic Directions Proposal.  As a result of that 

meeting, the Council has agreed to changes to the Strategic Directions 

Proposal and those changes are outlined in this evidence.   

 

3.3 Attachment A is a copy of the Strategic Outcomes (section 9) of the 

Introduction Proposal and a copy of the Strategic Directions Proposal 

showing the changes I support following my assessment of the relevant 

submissions and the mediation with the Crown.  These changes also 

incorporate the changes suggested by the following Council witnesses in 

their evidence: 

 

(a) Mr David Falconer (also at Attachment A of his evidence); 

(b) Mr Mark Stevenson (also at Attachment A of his evidence); 

(c) Mr Scott Blair (also at Attachment D of his evidence); and 

(d) Ms Janice Carter (also at Attachment A of her evidence). 

 

3.4 Also in respect of Attachment A of my evidence – the name, submitter 

number and reference point that has formed the scope of each change, is 

shown in that document.  Where the change has been recommended by 

another expert, that is also identified in the document. 

 

3.5 The key documents I have referred to in my evidence is the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) and the Land Use Recovery Plan 

(LURP).  I have relied on these documents in forming my views that are 

outlined in this brief of evidence. 
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3.6 A number of the submissions on the Strategic Directions Proposal raised 

issues that are still being reviewed as Stage 2 of the preparation of the 

pRDP.  As the work on those issues is still in progress it is difficult for me to 

give an informed opinion on some aspects of those submissions. In a 

number of cases I suggested that those submissions would be better 

addressed as part of hearing process for Stage 2 of the pRDP. 

 

3.7 Further, I have generally not commented on submissions (nor further 

submissions as there has not been time) that I agree with, particularly 

minor amendments.   

 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

4.1 In my opinion, the Strategic Directions Proposal as notified largely 

achieves the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

Some amendments are appropriate, but in general, they do not 

significantly alter the direction contained in the pRDP.  The changes that I 

have agreed to and consider are appropriate, provide more detail on the 

outcomes sought in the objectives and the direction contained in the 

policies, rather than changing those outcomes or policy directions.  

 

4.2 A relatively significant change is the recommended removal of section 3.5 

(Strategic Directions for the district) from the chapter.  This is because 

there has been some confusion as to whether those clauses simply 

summarised the direction provided by other statutory and policy 

documents, or whether they had any influence over or on the objectives 

and policies of the pRDP.  For that reason I have agreed that it would be 

appropriate to delete the Strategic Directions in section 3.5.  However, this 

change does not affect the proposed content and direction of the 

objectives and policies of the pRDP. 

 

4.3 A further change in respect of this hearing is the recommendation to delete 

the “strategic outcomes” in the Introduction Proposal (Section 9.2). This 

was also a cause of confusion as to their status relative to the objectives 

and policies of the pRDP. 
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5. EXPERT EVALUATION / ASSESSMENT 

 

5.1 Mr Michael Theelan's evidence has outlined the history and strategic 

planning context which guides the general approach taken to the 

development of the pRDP and specifically the Strategic Directions 

Proposal.  My evidence sets out a further refinement of the background to 

the development of the Strategic Directions Proposal and sets the planning 

scene from a statutory and strategic documentation context.  Section 6 of 

my evidence will set out this in more detail.  In section 7 of my evidence I 

set out the section 32 statutory test. 

 

5.2 I have then assessed the various submissions on the Strategic Outcomes 

and Strategic Directions Proposal, except submission points that are within 

a speciality field and that have been analysed by other Council expert 

witnesses in their evidence.  Where those witnesses (refer paragraph 3.3 

above) have suggested amendments to the Strategic Directions Proposal, 

they are incorporated in Attachment A to my evidence.  

 

5.3 My assessment of the submissions is set out in sections 8 to 25 below. 

 

6. BACKGROUND ON THE STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS PROPOSAL 

 

 Purpose and scope of the Strategic Directions Proposal 

 

6.1 The purpose of the Strategic Directions Proposal is to provide the strategic 

context for the district plan and the overarching direction for other chapters 

in the pRDP, through high-level objectives and policies for the district as a 

whole. 

 

6.2 The chapter covers a wide range of strategic issues, including setting an 

overall pattern and form of land use for Christchurch, and recognises 

earthquake recovery needs, in a way that: 

 

(a) enhances Christchurch as a place to live, work, do business, and 

visit; 

(b) enhances development design and sustainability, including 

reduced need for energy and water use; 
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(c) provides for the range of housing, business, rural and other 

community needs; 

(d) integrates land use with transport and other infrastructure, 

including the efficient provision and operation of infrastructure, 

particularly strategic infrastructure; 

(e) recognises important natural, cultural, and other values; and  

(f) manages the risks from natural hazards and other risks to the 

wellbeing of people of the district. 

 

6.3 Some of these issues are only dealt with at a high level in the Strategic 

Directions Chapter, with other specific chapters providing more detailed 

direction, for example natural hazards. 

 

 Change in policy direction between the operative plans and the pRDP 

 

6.4 Both the Christchurch City Plan and the Banks Peninsula District Plan that 

make up the operative Christchurch District Plan currently provide a broad 

suite of objectives and policies in relation to strategic issues. In reviewing 

those provisions, a number of changes were identified that would assist 

with Canterbury’s recovery following the earthquakes and other changed 

circumstances. In particular there is a need to: 

 

(a) re-focus the objectives and policies so they specifically recognise 

and respond to recovery issues and identify opportunities at the 

broad policy level; and 

 

(b) update objectives and policies to reflect the direction of relevant 

changing legislation and statutory documents, in particular the 

LURP and the CRPS. 

 

6.5 Of particular relevance to the Strategic Directions Proposal is Chapter 6 of 

the CRPS, Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch, which was 

specifically introduced through the LURP.  Chapter 6 provides very specific 

directions on the future development of the Christchurch district at the 

strategic level (as well as portions of Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts 

within the Greater Christchurch area). The RMA requires that the District 

Plan must give effect to the RPS.  Chapter 6 is discussed further below. 
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 Strategic planning documents that have informed and directed the preparation 

of the Strategic Directions Proposal 

 

6.6 The existing strategic and statutory documents that provide direction to the 

Council in addressing key issues and opportunities for the Strategic 

Directions Chapter are as follows (with the relevant RMA legal test from 

sections 74 and 75, noted in [italics]): 

 

(a) National planning documents prepared under the RMA [must give 

effect to]:  

 

(i) New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement; 

(ii) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management; 

(iii) National Policy Statement for Renewable Electricity 

Generation; 

(iv) National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission; 

 

(b) The CRPS, a regional planning document prepared under the 

RMA [must give effect to]; 

 

(c) Other regional planning documents prepared under the RMA [not 

be inconsistent with]:  

 

(i) Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury 

Region; and 

(ii) Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan; 

 

(d) The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan, prepared by the six 

Papatipu Rūnanga between the Hurunui and Hakatere Rivers, and 

lodged with the Council as an iwi management plan under the 

Resource Management Act 1991 [take into account]; 

 

(e) Recovery documents prepared under the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act 2011:  
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(i) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch [cannot be 

interpreted or applied in a way that is inconsistent with]; 

(ii) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP) [not be 

inconsistent with]; 

(iii) LURP, in particular the Actions that focus on the District 

Plan Review [not be inconsistent with]; 

 

(f) Other Regional strategies and plans [have particular regard to]: 

 

(i) Canterbury Regional Land Transport Strategy (prepared 

under the Land Transport Management Act 2003); 

(ii) Greater Christchurch Transport Statement; 

(iii) Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy; 

(iv) Canterbury Water Management Strategy and associated 

zone implementation programmes for Banks Peninsula, 

West Melton and Selwyn-Waihora; 

(v) Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (IMP); 

 

(g) Council strategies and community outcomes [have particular 

regard to]: 

 

(i) 2013-16 Community Outcomes for Christchurch; 

(ii) Christchurch Economic Development Strategy; 

(iii) Biodiversity Strategy 2008; 

(iv) Climate Smart Strategy; 

(v) Public Open Space Strategy 2010; 

(vi) Sustainable Energy Strategy; 

(vii) Surface Water Strategy; 

(viii) Water Supply Strategy; 

(ix) Wastewater Strategy; 

(x) Physical Recreation and Sport Strategy; 

(xi) Safer Christchurch Strategy; 

(xii) Strengthening Communities Strategy; 

(xiii) Draft Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2013 

(prepared under the Waste Minimisation Act 2008); and 
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(h) the Statement of Expectations of the Ministers, which is Schedule 

4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 [have particular regard to]. 

 

6.7 These documents broadly identify the resource management issues for the 

district and provide the higher level policy direction to resolve these issues. 

In particular the RMA requires that the District Plan must give effect to the 

CRPS, National Policy Statements and the New Zealand Coastal Policy 

Statement.  In addition, the District Plan must not be inconsistent with the 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, the LURP, the CCRP, or the 

Regional Plans. 

 

6.8 Many statutory strategic documents contain specific directions as to what 

should be in the pRDP at the strategic level, and therefore incorporated in 

the Strategic Direction Proposal. As noted above, this is particularly so in 

respect of Chapter 6 of the CRPS, and the LURP. Given the statutory 

requirements to either give effect to these documents, or not be 

inconsistent with them, the options that can be considered for most of the 

objectives and policies in the Strategic Directions Proposal are very limited. 

Many of the objectives and policies proposed are largely prescribed by 

higher order documents.  

 

6.9 The directions in the statutory documents largely predetermine evaluation 

issues relating to the risk of acting or not acting, and issues relating to 

uncertain or insufficient information. In planning the Strategic Directions 

Proposal, the Council identified that those higher order directions will be 

relevant for many of the more detailed objectives and policies, in the more 

specific chapters in the pRDP, that flow from the strategic direction in the 

Strategic Directions Proposal. 

 

 Chapter 6 of CRPS 

 

6.10 Chapter 6 of the CRPS provides direction on pattern and form of land use 

in Greater Christchurch through to 2028, including; 

  

(a) certainty on where and what form housing, business, and other 

community needs are to be provided through to 2028, including: 
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(i) where new greenfield land is to be provided for urban 

development; 

(ii) where intensification should occur within the existing 

urban area and to what densities, including a focus on 

larger centres (Central City, Key Activity Centres (KACs) 

and larger neighbourhood centres); 

(iii) where business activities should occur, with commercial 

activity concentrated in centres, particularly the central 

city and KACs, and that industrial land should be used 

largely for industry; and 

(iv) provision for development of Māori reserves; 

 

(b) the need for high quality living environments, particularly in larger 

commercial centres; 

(c) how housing affordability is to be addressed;  

(d) the integration of land use with transport and other infrastructure, 

including the efficient provision and operation of infrastructure, 

particularly strategic infrastructure; and 

(e) increasing development sustainability, including reduced need for 

energy and water use. 

 

7. SECTION 32 EVALUATION REPORT 

 

7.1 Sections 32, 32AA and 32A of the RMA set out a framework for evaluation 

reports for the district plan review.  A section 32 evaluation report was 

notified alongside the Strategic Directions Proposal.  In my opinion there 

are no significant changes to the objectives and policies that requires 

updating the section 32 analysis.  In particular this is because the majority 

of amendments are refinements of the existing policy direction.   

 

8. ANALYSIS OF SUBMISSIONS  

 

8.1 I have then assessed the various submissions on the Strategic Outcomes 

and Strategic Directions Proposal, except: 
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(a) I have generally not commented on submissions that I agree with, 

particularly minor amendments; 

(b) I have generally not commented specifically on minor 

amendments that have been sought that I do not consider to be 

more appropriate, on the basis that they do not better achieve the 

purpose of the RMA or more appropriately achieve the objectives 

of the pRDP; and 

(c) I have not given evidence on submission points that are within a 

speciality field and that have been analysed by other Council 

expert witnesses in their evidence.   

 

8.2 Where those witnesses (refer paragraph 3.3 above) have suggested 

amendments to the Strategic Directions Proposal, I have considered those 

amendments and they are incorporated in Attachment A to my evidence.    

 

8.3 Where evidence comments on specific amendments sought in 

submissions a reference to that part of the submission is included in 

brackets, along with the name and submitter number. Otherwise, only the 

submitter name and number is indicated.  

 

9. STRATEGIC OUTCOMES – INTRODUCTION PROPOSAL  

 

9.1 The Crown (495, page 36 - provision 9, page 37 - provision 9.2, page 

51 - provision 3.1.1 (b)): 

 

(a) seeks that all of Section 9 of the Introduction Proposal (ie, the 

Strategic Outcomes) be deleted and transferred to the Strategic 

Directions Proposal for the reason that they are not specific to 

Christchurch and do not clearly articulate the anticipated 

outcomes; 

 

(b) requests an amendment to Outcome 5 Accessibility (addressed in 

Mr David Falconer's evidence); 

 

(c) supports Outcomes 1 and 2; and  
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(d) seeks that the role of Proposal 3 and the Introduction Proposal be 

clarified for the reason that Proposal 3 does not set out the 

community's vision, as indicated in sub-clause 3.1.1(b). 

 

9.2 The overarching issue raised by the Crown is whether it is appropriate for 

the District Plan to have such Strategic Outcomes and the relationship they 

have with the objectives and policies of the pRDP. 

 

9.3 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 6) seeks, as a first preference, the deletion 

of Section 9 because it is unclear what status the strategic outcomes have, 

whether they would be given weight when making decisions, and the 

relationship with the objectives in the Strategic Directions. Further, the 

submission states that there is no strategic outcome relating to Ngāi Tahu's 

role and position in the rebuild and development of Christchurch. 

 

9.4 Carter Group (386, para. 14), Peebles Group(1078, second document, 

para. 18), Taylorspace (1079, second document para. 17), Marriner 

Investments (378, para. 14), Avonhead Mall (379, para. 15), AMP 

Capital (814, para. 18), Marriner Investments No.1 (380, para. 14), 

Canterbury Sustainable Homes (1160, Page 3), Beacon Pathway 

(1183, Page 2), Maurice R Carter (377, Para 14 & Schedule 1 on 

Proposal 1), Radio NZ (596, Page 4), NKT (707, Schedule 1 on 

Proposal 1), Mobil Oil (723, Page 41 & 42 and 988, Page 41 & 42), 

Heritage NZ (778, Appendix 1 on Clause 9.2), TEL Property (816, para. 

18), and Tonkin & Taylor (Page 2) seek additional Strategic Outcomes to 

be included, or amendments to the existing outcomes.  

 

9.5 Clause 9.2 in Proposal 1 contains both a broad vision in the introductory 

paragraphs and more specific RMA type outcomes in the list of nine 

outcomes which are generally aligned with the objectives of the pRDP.  

After considering the various submissions on the Strategic Outcomes, I am 

of the view that the inclusion of the outcomes in fact increases the potential 

for uncertainty and confusion in Proposal 3. It is clear that some of the 

submitters are also concerned that the outcomes would be given weight 

and for others this may have led to the submissions seeking additional 

outcomes, a number of which generally reflect other objectives in the 
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pRDP. My understanding is however that the strategic outcomes do not 

have any legal effect. 

 

9.6 As District Plans are not required to contain "Strategic Outcomes" I would 

consider it more appropriate that the specific strategic outcomes are 

removed and that the outcomes be clearly those indicated by the 

objectives of the pRDP. The introductory paragraphs are more in the 

nature of context information that would be useful to keep in the 

Introduction Proposal and a high level vision type of statement.  Following 

mediation with the Crown, I understand that there is agreement between 

the Council and the Crown to delete the Strategic Outcomes, but retain 

those introductory paragraphs, as set out in Attachment A of my 

evidence. 

 

10. CLARITY OF OUTCOMES IN STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS  

 

10.1 The Crown (495, page 52 provision 3.3) seeks that the objectives and 

policies of the Strategic Directions Proposal more clearly articulate the 

outcomes intended. Only a limited number of specific amendments were 

included in the submission. 

 

10.2 The reasons stated in the schedule of specific submissions is that the 

Crown opposes the strategic outcomes being moved to the Introduction 

Proposal (the Crown is referring to the difference between an earlier 

version of the draft chapters that they were consulted on and the version 

that was sent to the Ministers for comment, and that was notified). I have 

covered that issue above. The "broad submission" on the Proposal 

expresses the view that most policies and objectives are not Christchurch 

specific and provide limited guidance to inform decision making, but 

instead list potential planning matters to be addressed. 

 

10.3 The Strategic Directions Proposal contains objectives and policies with 

varying levels of specificity in respect of the outcomes sought or the policy 

direction/course of action intended. This is not surprising, nor in my view 

necessarily inappropriate, given the high level nature of such chapters in 

district plans provided the package as a whole clearly provides direction.  
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10.4 Using Objective 3.6.1 as an example, I refer to sub-clause (a)(i), which 

seeks to provide for the community's immediate recovery and longer term 

needs. That may not be considered to be a very specific objective. 

However, it is the start of a policy direction relating to meeting needs and 

particularly the need to consider both recovery needs and longer term 

needs. These are developed further by other more specific objectives and 

policies in this Proposal. The objectives and policies in the more specific 

chapters that follow this Proposal also develop these high level objectives 

and policies to a more specific level.  

 

10.5 Likewise 3.6.1 (a)(ii), which seeks "a range of housing options, including 

affordable housing and papakainga" (3.6.1(ii)), may at first glance seem 

fairly general and non-specific. But closer reading of the chapter reveals 

directions that the Plan will need to provide for more than one housing type 

(potentially more than one residential zone), will need to include provisions 

which actively support the provision of affordable housing, and that the 

Plan will include provision for papakainga housing. That objective is then 

reflected in policies such as 3.6.1.2, which indicates that housing 

affordability is to be achieved by increasing housing densities in new urban 

areas, infill in existing urban areas and ensuring there is sufficient 

greenfield land. That direction then leads to provisions in the more specific 

chapters, such as providing for infill in existing residential zones.  

 

10.6 In my opinion the package of objectives and policies contained in this 

Proposal are specific enough to give meaningful policy direction. When 

decisions are being made on resource consents and plan changes on 

proposals relating to infill housing, for example, the objectives and policies 

of this Strategic Directions Proposal will be able to assist in the 

assessment of such proposals, along with the relatively specific chapter 

objectives and policies.  

 

10.7 With respect to the issue of whether the Proposal's objectives and policies 

are Christchurch specific, I would agree that a number of the objectives 

and policies would apply to some other districts in New Zealand. However, 

the fact that some would apply to some other districts, does not, in my 

opinion, necessarily make them any less relevant to Christchurch. It is 

common for district plans to have similar objectives and policies on some 
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issues. Other objectives and policies in the Proposal are very Christchurch 

specific, such as those relating to temporary recovery activities and urban 

consolidation.  

 

10.8 A significant number of the Strategic Direction objectives and policies in 

the pRDP derive from objectives, policies and other provisions in statutory 

documents such as the CRPS and the LURP. These documents do cover 

an area greater than Christchurch and include portions of Waimakariri and 

Selwyn District Councils (ie, extending beyond Christchurch largely to the 

extent of what are essentially the satellite towns of Christchurch, such as 

Rangiora, Rolleston and Lincoln). However, they are very much centred on 

Christchurch, and as the pRDP must give effect to the CRPS and not be 

inconsistent with the LURP, they have had a significant influence in the 

preparation of the Strategic Directions Proposal. These documents are 

quite prescriptive as to what is to happen in Christchurch, for example 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS includes details regarding the density of housing to 

be achieved in different areas of the City. Many of the objectives and 

policies contained in Proposal 3 are essentially those that the higher order 

documents direct should apply to Christchurch. 

 

10.9 Finally, I note that of the specific amendments being sought by the Crown 

in its submission on this Proposal, only one could be regarded as solely 

Christchurch specific. That is a reference to the strategic infrastructure of 

the Christchurch International Airport and the Lyttelton Port of Christchurch 

which, relates to an issue already covered by Objective 3.6.2 and 

Policy 3.6.2.8, which include specific reference to those specific 

infrastructure facilities. 

 

11. HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY – POLICY 3.6.1.1  

 

11.1 Canterbury Sustainable Homes (1160, page 4) submit that Policy 3.6.1.1 

(Existing and new Greenfield urban land) be amended to recognise that 

servicing and release of land needs to be undertaken in such a way that an 

optimum urban form is developed.  Beacon Pathway (1183, pages 2-3), 

seeks a similar relief, but also seeks to ensure that Greenfields 

developments are not built in isolation from public transport. CDHB (648, 
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page 4) seeks an amendment to the policy as follows (amendment in bold 

underlined/strikethrough): 

 

 

3.6.1.1 Policy – Existing and new greenfield land 

a.  Promote the utilization and redevelopment of existing urban 

land and provide additional land for urban activities within 

planned and new urban areas that has good connectivity 

with existing urban land to meet community needs. 

 

11.2 The reason given for the Canterbury Sustainable Homes' submission 

relating to the release of Greenfield land, is that to avoid a dead heart in 

the central city, greenfield land needs to be tightly managed so that 

brownfields redevelopment does actually occur at a similar rate, and at the 

desired proportion alongside greenfield development. I agree that this is a 

risk. On the other hand, the consequences of restricting greenfield land 

supply is a potential lack of housing, particularly in the post-earthquake 

environment with an estimated 10-15,000 homes being uninhabitable, and 

the large demand for housing from the rebuild workforce and people 

needing temporary accommodation while their homes are being repaired. 

There is also the risk of land costs escalating and making housing less 

affordable. Certainly house prices in Christchurch have escalated 

significantly since the earthquakes.  

 

11.3 My understanding of the overall intent of Chapter 6 of the CRPS and the 

LURP, is that the development of greenfield priority areas should occur on 

the basis of "anticipated demand", subject to the efficient provision and use 

of network infrastructure (refer in particular to CRPS Objective 6.2.2 (4)). 

Although sub-clause (1) of the same clause has an aim that intensification 

is to increase as a portion of overall growth through to 2028, there is no 

specific indication that greenfield development should be constrained, to a 

level that is less than the demand for greenfield land, for the purposes of 

achieving that intensification. The thrust appears to be more towards 

providing more opportunities for intensification and brownfield development 

(as per sub-clause (2)), as well as releasing greenfield land. This 

"enabling" type of approach for development in both existing urban areas 
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and greenfield priority areas is also reflected in Policy 6.3.1(3) of the 

CRPS.   

 

11.4 Policy 6.3.7 of the CRPS applies specifically to residential intensification. In 

sub-section (6) the policy directs that housing affordability is to be 

addressed by providing sufficient intensification and greenfield land "to 

meet housing demand", "enabling brownfield development" and providing a 

range of development controls that "support more intensive developments". 

Under its methods the CRPS requires territorial authorities to "identify 

areas" for intensification, and indicates that territorial authorities should 

"consider incentives to encourage intensification and brownfield 

redevelopment". By incentives I understand that to mean positive 

incentives for people to build higher density housing, such as reduced 

development contributions, rather than restrictions on the Greenfield land 

supply. The Principal reasons and explanation of Objective 6.2.2 which 

sets the intensification targets indicates that where monitoring indicates 

that the levels set are not being achieved, further policy responses may be 

required. 

 

11.5 As such, it is my opinion that the relief sought by the submitters in respect 

of the release of Greenfield land would not give effect to the CRPS.  

 

11.6 With respect to the issue of Greenfields being built in isolation of public 

transport or other neighbourhoods, Proposal 3 contains objectives and 

policies that seek to enhance accessibility and opportunities for public 

transport, and reduce dependency on private motor vehicles (3.6.1.5 (ii), 

3.6.2, 3.6.2.1). More specific provisions are contained in New 

Neighbourhood objectives and policies in the Residential Proposal, 

including Policy 14.1.6.7 (Transport Network) which seeks, amongst other 

things, to ensure that there is a public transport route through the 

neighbourhood and connections between neighbourhoods and commercial 

centres. In my opinion, the pRDP already provides for the relief sought to 

the extent appropriate for a Strategic Directions Proposal.  
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12. URBAN DEVELOPMENT OF GREENFIELD LAND – POLICY 3.6.1.1  

 

12.1 Paul Murphy (734, page 10, Relief Sought, Proposal 3 ), Peter Hubbard 

(602, page 9, Relief Sought , Proposal 3), Cashmere Fields (783, page 

14, para. 5.1), Halswell Trust ( 824, Page 10, Proposal 3), Holistic 

Education (826, page 12, Proposal 3), and Quaife Road Developments 

(908, page 11, Proposal 3) all seek that Policy 3.6.1.1 be amended as 

follows (amendment in bold underlined): 

 

3.6.1.1 Policy – Existing and new greenfield land 

a.  Promote the utilization and redevelopment of existing urban 

land and provide additional land for urban activities within 

planned and new urban areas to meet community needs, 

including the Greenfield Priority Areas for the period to 

2028 identified in the Land Use Recovery Plan and 

Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. 

 

 

12.2 The reason given in the submissions is that this amendment is necessary 

to be consistent with the LURP and give effect to C6 (an area of land 

shown on Map A of the LURP). The overall thrust of the submissions 

appears to be to get specific properties that are in Greenfield Priority Areas 

of the CRPS rezoned from rural to residential. The specific zoning of most 

of the land is indicated in the pRDP as being a matter to be dealt with in 

Phase 2 of the review of the District Plan. It would be more appropriate to 

consider the zoning issue as part of the hearings on the proposed zoning 

in Phase 2. 

 

12.3 In terms of the specific relief sought, Policy 3.6.2.3 Urban Consolidation 

already provides for land in the Greenfield Priority Areas of the CRPS to be 

used for urban activities.  In my view, repeating the same policy direction in 

Policy 3.6.1.1 is unnecessary and it better sits in the Urban Consolidation 

policy as one of several policy directions that seek to achieve the overall 

outcome of consolidation.  
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13. NATURAL AND CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT – OBJECTIVE 3.6.4  

 

13.1 Styx Living  (1193, (j) page 5 & 6, Submission 4 ) seek that Objective 

3.6.4(a)(ii)(A) relating to the protection and enhancement of significant 

natural features and landscapes, be amended as follows (amendment in 

bold underlined): 

 

ii.  The district's significant natural resources are protected or 

enhanced, including: 

A significant natural features and landscapes, particularly 

outstanding natural features and natural landscapes 

including the Waimakariri, Heathcote, Avon and Styx 

Rivers,  Lake Ellesmere/Te Waihora, the Port Hills/Nga 

Kohatu Whakarakaraka o Tamatea Pokai Whenua and 

Banks Peninsula/Te Pātaka o Rakaihautu. 

 

13.2 The wording in this objective leading to the identification of particular 

outstanding natural features and landscapes states that the outstanding 

natural features and landscapes "include" those listed. That allows others 

to be identified. At this stage the pRDP only lists those outstanding natural 

features and landscapes identified in the CRPS. That is because natural 

features and landscapes are being reviewed as part of Stage 2 of the 

review of the District Plan. It would be more appropriate to consider the 

issue raised in this submission once Stage 2 has been notified and to 

include the additional rivers then, if it is concluded that they are significant 

outstanding features and landscapes.  

 

13.3 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 14) seeks to add a new part (b) to Objective 

3.6.4 (Natural and cultural environment). In my opinion this amendment will 

considerably enhance the recognition of the cultural significance of the 

natural features and its addition would better achieve the purpose of the 

RMA. 

 

14. MANAWHENUA  

 

14.1 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 9) seek that Section 3.2.1 be replaced with 

specific wording included in the submission to better describe the role, 
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vision and aspirations of Ngāi Tahu. The Crown (495, page 51, provision 

3.2.1) also seek that the section provide better context on the role, 

responsibility, and aspirations of Ngāi Tahu. 

 

14.2 In my opinion the clauses provided by Ngāi Tahu provide a much fuller 

description of the role, vision and aspirations of Ngāi Tahu and is more 

appropriate, with the exception of a few small sections. The fourth 

paragraph includes a statement that Ngāi Tahu is afforded co-governance 

of Christchurch/Otautahi. My understanding is that this is not strictly 

accurate, but that issue is beyond my field of expertise.  

 

15. POLICY 3.6.3.1 – DEVELOPMENT OF MĀORI RESERVES  

 

15.1 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 12) seek that Policy 3.6.3.1 be relocated into 

Objective 3.6.2 and be amended as follows (amendments in bold 

underlined/strikethrough); 

 

Enable Māori reserves to be developed and used for residential, 

commercial and community facilities in accordance with tikanga Māori 

and kaitiakitanga and taking into account the following matters 

where relevant: 

i. flooding, inundation and other natural hazards 

ii. the provision of appropriate infrastructure 

iii. any adverse effects on surrounding properties or 

utilities 

iv. the provision of an outline development plan showing 

how the land shall be designed, developed and serviced 

v. the Ngāi Tahu Urban Design Protocols where 

appropriate 

vi. rural amenity and outlook 

vii. compact urban form 

viii. range of housing options 

ix. provision of appropriately sized local retail/commercial 

centres 

x. any outline development plan 

xi. an appropriate range of lot sizes and densities 
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15.2 The policy wording in the notified version of the pRDP is almost identical to 

the wording in the CRPS. The exception to this is that sub-clause (vii) 

gives slightly more policy direction on what is meant to be achieved in 

respect of "the range of lot sizes and densities", by indicating that the 

range of lot sizes and densities will need to be appropriate to the 

circumstances. 

 

15.3 Turning first to the issue of whether this type of provision would better sit in 

a policy or an objective, the wording of both the existing and proposed 

amended provision is a mixture of outcomes sought and policy directions 

on how to determine the appropriate form of development on Māori 

reserves.  

 

15.4 The first part, "Enable Māori reserves to be developed and used for 

residential, commercial and community facilities in accordance with tikanga 

Māori and kaitiakitanga" is largely an outcome that is, in my view, 

appropriate in an objective as a means of achieving the purpose of the 

RMA.  In my opinion, it would be more appropriate for this to be included 

as part of Objective 3.6.2 (Development form and function), if worded 

slightly differently along the lines of "Māori reserves developed for 

residential, commercial and community facilities in accordance with tikanga 

Māori and kaitiakitanga".  The reason I suggest Objective 3.6.2, rather 

than Objective 3.6.1, is because Objective 3.6.2 is focused on 

development form and function, including such outcomes as that relating to 

the consolidation of urban activities. By including an amendment along the 

lines I have suggested in Objective 3.6.2, it makes it clear that 

development of Māori reserves for urban activities is part of the intended 

broad development form of Christchurch. 

 

15.5 The rest of the Policy would more appropriately, in my opinion, remain a 

policy, as it sets policy direction on the matters that should determine the 

more detailed form of development within Māori reserves.  This is achieved 

through wording along the lines of "Development in Māori reserves shall 

take into account the following matters where relevant:” followed by the 

sub-clauses (i) onwards, as contained in the amended Policy 3.6.3.1.  
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15.6 In terms of the listed matters in Policy 3.6.3.1, I understand that the 

contents of this are constrained to some degree by the requirement to give 

effect to the CRPS, particularly in term of removing matters that are listed 

in the CRPS policy, unless they clearly could not be relevant in the 

Christchurch district. In terms of the additional matters proposed in the 

MKT/Ngāi Tahu submission, in my opinion the policy would more 

appropriately achieve the objectives of the Strategic Directions Proposal as 

a whole if it largely included the relief sought by MKT/Ngāi Tahu. In 

particular, the availability of infrastructure (rather than "provision"), the 

impact on surrounding areas (rather than "properties"), and urban design 

considerations. The last point is discussed in my evidence in the 

consideration of Policy 3.6.1.5. Sub-clause (iv) proposed in the 

submission, relating to an outline development plan, appropriately expands 

on the existing sub-clause on the same issue (vi). 

 

15.7 The changes that I have accepted and recommended in response to the 

MKT/Ngāi Tahu submission, are included in Attachment A of my 

evidence. 

 

16. NEW NGAI TAHU OBJECTIVE AND POLICIES  

 

16.1 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 11 & 12) seek a new objective and new 

policies.  For convenience these are set out in full at Attachment B to my 

evidence. 

 

16.2 I had difficulties with some of these proposed provisions in terms of their 

appropriateness for inclusion in a district plan as objectives and policies. 

On the one hand, the issues contained in the new policies being sought 

are generally covered by provisions already in the pRDP, but in my view 

the submission assists in amending them to more appropriately achieve 

the objectives of the pRDP.  

 

16.3 Considering first the proposed objective, although it is obviously factually 

correct that Ngāi Tahu is a Treaty partner and is likely to have a prominent 

role in the rebuild of Christchurch, I have difficulty seeing how an objective 

expressing these points provides direction on how the effects of the use of 
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land and associated resources are to be managed (the Council's function 

under the RMA (section 31)).  

 

16.4 In terms of proposed Policy 1, in my opinion a policy on the engagement of 

Ngāi Tahu in decision making would be a process issue between the 

Council and Ngāi Tahu, rather than a policy direction on how the outcomes 

contained in the objectives are to be achieved. 

 

16.5 In terms of the statement seeking recognition of kaitiakitanga in proposed 

Policy 2, again in my opinion I do not think this will provide policy direction 

on how the specific outcomes contained in the objectives are to be 

achieved. 

 

16.6 Proposed Policies 3 and 6 are similar to the policy directions already 

contained in Policies 3.6.3.2 (Protection of cultural heritage of significance 

to Ngāi Tahu) and 3.6.3.3 (Access to sites of significance) respectively. 

However, in my opinion, some of the relief proposed in the submission, 

with minor modifications, would more fully and appropriately achieve the 

objectives of the pRDP and therefore I do support it.  

 

16.7 Proposed Policy 4 seeks the restoration of mahinga kai and to allow 

access for Ngāi Tahu to mahinga kai. Objective 3.6.4 (a)(ii) (C) of the 

pRDP already seeks to protect or enhance mahinga kai, however, in my 

opinion, the Objective would better achieve the purpose of the RMA if it 

sought the restoration of mahinga kai. Although access is already covered 

in the modified Policy 3.6.3.3, as discussed in the previous paragraph, it 

would better achieve the Strategic Directions objectives if it specifically 

identified access for mahinga kai. 

 

16.8 It is not particularly clear what is being sought by MKT/Ngai Tahu in their 

proposed new Policy 5. Objective 3.6.1 (a)(ii) already seeks a range of 

housing including papakainga. Policy 3.6.1.5 (Development design and 

quality), in sub-clause (a)(i), already seeks that cultural heritage is 

respected and reflected in development. I am unclear as to what the policy 

being sought in the submission is seeking beyond that and therefore, in my 

view, the amendment sought should not be made. 
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16.9 The changes that I recommend in response to this submission point, are 

included in Attachment A to my evidence. 

 

17. POLICY 3.6.4.1 FRESHWATER FEATURES AND VALUES  

 

17.1 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 14 & 15) support Policy 3.6.4.1 – freshwater 

features and values - but seek that it be amended and added to as set out 

in Attachment C of my evidence.   

 

17.2 The policy direction in the proposed amended wording in sub-clauses (a) 

and (c) are similar, to a degree, to that contained in the existing clauses 

(note, there is no (b) in the proposed amended wording). In terms of 

proposed clause (a), the exceptions are the addition requiring protection of 

areas used for mahinga kai and the addition that the protection be from 

drainage, contamination or inappropriate modification. The protection of 

mahinga kai is already covered in the amendment to Objective 3.6.4 

discussed earlier. The discharge of water and the discharge of 

contaminants are specifically regional council functions, so in my view it 

would not be appropriate to include a policy on these matters in the pRDP. 

With those amendments there would be little difference between the pRDP 

provision and that proposed in the submission, so I do not see a need to 

amend the pRDP in this respect.  

 

17.3 With respect to proposed sub-clause (c), the policy would become very 

prescriptive on the method of treatment to be used for stormwater. It may 

require filtration to be used in circumstances when it is not necessary. This 

could potentially impose unjustified obligations in relation to new 

development.  The policy in the Strategic Directions proposal allows more 

flexibility but still requires the "best practicable option" to be adopted for 

stormwater treatment and disposal. For these reasons I do not consider it 

appropriate to include sub-clause (c) in the pRDP. 

 

17.4 The proposed sub-clause (d) specifically relates to the management of 

discharge. As mentioned earlier, this is specifically a regional council 

function and would not be appropriate to include in the pRDP. The second 

paragraph in proposed sub-clause (e) appears unnecessary if Policy 
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3.6.3.3 (Access to sites of significance) is amended as covered in my 

evidence at paragraphs 16.6 and 16.7. 

 

17.5 In my opinion the first part of proposed sub-clause (e) more appropriately 

achieves the objectives of the pRDP, and should replace the sub-clause 

(d) in the pRDP. However, the second part relating to Ngāi Tahu access 

appears unnecessary if Policy 3.6.3.3 (Access to sites of significance) is 

amended as covered in my evidence at paragraphs 16.6 and 16.7. 

 

17.6 Proposed policy (f) relating to urban design, appears to be largely covered 

by Policy 3.6.1.5(viii) in the pRDP. However, rather than sub-clause (viii) 

simply indicating that stormwater should be "managed", I consider that it 

would be more appropriate for that policy to seek to "reduce the rate and 

improve the quality of" stormwater discharges into waterways. 

 

17.7 Proposed policy (g) proposes policy direction on enhancing biodiversity 

and amenity values. These are matters to be dealt with in Stage two of the 

pRDP review and therefore I consider that it would be more appropriate to 

consider them at that time. 

 

18. SECTION 3.5 STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS FOR THE DISTRICT  

 

18.1 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 11) seeks deletion of Section 3.5 because it 

is unclear what status this section has and because strategic matters 

should be included under the Strategic objectives and policies. The Crown 

(495, page 59 provision 3.5) also raises concern about this section and 

the reliance on other documents to justify strategic direction, although the 

decision sought by the Crown was that the Strategic Directions Proposal 

provide clear, specific direction. The Crown considered this information 

was better placed in the section 32 report. At the informal meeting with the 

Crown, it was indicated that the preference was for Section 3.5 to be 

deleted, other than sub-section 3.5 (a) (the list of existing strategic 

documents) and the last line of (c) be moved to the Introduction Proposal 

(as set out in Attachment A below). 

 

18.2 The purpose of Section 3.5 was to provide a summary of the key directions 

provided by other statutory and policy documents to provide context for the 
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objectives and policies that follow, which is stated at 3.5 (b).  But it clearly 

has caused confusion and I agree that it would better as an attachment to 

the section 32 assessment for the Strategic Directions Proposal.  In my 

view sub-section 3.5 (a) and the last line of (c) should be moved into the 

Introduction Proposal.  

  

19. INFRASTRUCTURE AND SAFETY AND AMENITY 

 

19.1 Transpower New Zealand Limited (832, Schedule 1; Proposal 3; 

pp1-3) seeks amendments to Sections 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6. 

 

19.2 In my view, the amendments suggested to Issue 3.4.1.6 (Infrastructure) 

appropriately expand on the issues. However I consider it unnecessary to 

start listing specific infrastructure, such as the National Grid, in 

Clause 3.4.4.3. The clause already identifies that there is a risk that 

development can create conflict specifically with strategic infrastructure, 

which is defined as including the electricity transmission network, as well 

as many other forms of infrastructure. 

 

19.3 The submission also seeks the following new objective and policy: 

 

3.6.X Objective: Benefits of infrastructure 

a. Infrastructure, including strategic and nationally significant 

infrastructure, is enabled throughout the district to ensure that 

people and communities can provide for their social, economic 

and cultural well-being and health and safety. 

 

3.6.X.1 Policy: Benefits of utilities and infrastructure 

a. Recognise the social, economic and cultural benefits of 

infrastructure, particularly strategic and nationally significant 

infrastructure, by providing for the effective operation, 

maintenance, upgrading and development of infrastructure.1 

 

19.4 The pRDP already provides direction on the matters contained in the 

suggested new objective and policy. Objective 3.6.1 (Recovery and long-

                                                   
1
 Transpower New Zealand Limited, Submission #832, Schedule 1; page 6. 
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term future of the district) already seeks that infrastructure is co-ordinated 

and integrated with land use and that it supports sustainable development 

and growth (sub-clause iv). The specific reference to the integration 

between land use and infrastructure in Objective 3.6.1, in my opinion, 

provides useful direction. Objective 3.6.2 (Development form and function) 

already seeks efficient infrastructure (sub-clause vi) and Policy 3.6.2.8 

(Infrastructure) provides very specific policy direction to ensure 

development does not limit the efficient and effective provision, operation, 

safety, maintenance and upgrade of strategic infrastructure. In my opinion, 

this provides clearer and more specific direction than Transpower's 

suggested policy. The submission seeks an appropriate addition to 

Objective 3.6.2 of the wording "and protect". 

 

19.5 The submission also seeks to amend Policy 3.6.2.8 by adding the 

following; 

 

"b.i.. Recognise the national significance, and national, 

regional or local importance and benefits of sustainable, 

secure and efficient provision of infrastructure associated with 

the operation, maintenance, development and upgrade of the 

National Grid." 

 

19.6 This submission point seems to seek specific "recognition" of significance 

and benefits of the National Grid in Policy 3.6.2.8. The National Grid is 

defined as strategic infrastructure and the existing sub-clause (b) already 

provides protection for strategic infrastructure. The National Grid is 

therefore already recognised as being of significance.  The proposed 

addition to the policy provides no additional policy direction as to how the 

National Grid is to be further recognised. In my opinion, the addition 

proposed is not appropriate as a policy and does not assist in achieving 

the objectives of the Strategic Directions. 

 

19.7 Christchurch International Airport Limited (863; Annexure 2, pages 

11-14) seeks amendments to Issue 3.4.4.5 (Health and safety of people 

and the environment) to state: 
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Some activities involve noise, dust, or the use of hazardous 

substances which, if not adequately managed, could affect the 

health and wellbeing of people and/or the sustainability of natural 

resources (for example, through contamination effects on 

groundwater, waterways land or biodiversity). Large facilities 

handling hazardous substances or generating noise as an 

inherent component of their operations likewise need to be 

buffered from sensitive activities to enable their ongoing 

operation and development. Issues arising from land 

contamination which present risks to human health also need to 

be addressed… 

 

19.8 In my view, this is a policy direction rather than a statement of an issue. 

Such a policy direction would be better dealt with in Stage 2 when 

considering the Hazardous Substances and Contaminated Land Proposal.   

 

19.9 A further amendment is sought to Objective 3.6.6. (Amenity, health and 

safety): 

 

The health and safety of the district's residents is protected, and 

the amenity values they enjoy are protected, or enhanced, or 

managed appropriate to the context, including: 

 

i) the protection of people and the environment from the 

adverse effects of contaminated land and hazardous 

substances 

ii) New activities and development do not create 

significant health, nuisance or other adverse effects for 

people of the environment; 

 

Sensitive activities are not established near lawfully established 

activities that  generate noise, odour, store large volumes of 

bulk fuel or other hazardous substances, and other adverse 

effects. 

  

19.10 With regards to the second amendment, although this again may be better 

dealt with in Stage 2, in my opinion it is appropriate at the high level of this 
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objective to mention such activities. With regards to the proposed 

amendment to add the words "or managed appropriate to the context", the 

reason given for that amendment is that it is necessary to the protection of 

people from adverse effects which may need to be balanced against the 

needs of strategic infrastructure. In my opinion the wording proposed does 

not assist in determining what the outcome, in terms of that balance, 

should be. As discussed above (at 19.5 and 19.6), very specific direction 

on ensuring activities do not limit the operations of strategic infrastructure 

is already included in Policy 3.6.2.8 (Infrastructure). In my opinion the 

notified policy provides a clearer policy direction.    

 

19.11 The submission also seeks amendments to Policy 3.6.2.8. This includes 

amending clause (c) to match the CRPS , which would better give effect to 

the CRPS.  It also seeks the addition of a new clause (e) seeking to 

minimise the threat of bird strike and how this should be achieved.  The 

proposed addition is very detailed, however I consider that an amended 

version of it would be appropriate and that the policy direction on the issue 

should be located in the Strategic Directions Proposal, as it will affect a 

number of different zones. I have therefore included the amendments 

sought to Policy 3.6.2.8 in Attachment A.  

 

19.12 Spark New Zealand Trading Limited (363; pp5-6) and Chorus New 

Zealand Limited (364; pp5-6) seek a new policy specifically on 

telecommunications infrastructure that enables existing 

telecommunications infrastructure to be developed, upgraded and used 

subject to specific provisions relating to the effects of such infrastructure on 

such things as significant natural values and to avoid land uses that may 

result in reverse sensitivity effects 

 

19.13 In my opinion, the level of policy detail being sought would more 

appropriately be located in the Utilities and Energy Proposal that is being 

included as part of Stage 2. As discussed above (at 19.4), specific 

direction on ensuring activities do not limit the operations of strategic 

infrastructure generally is already included in Policy 3.6.2.8 (Infrastructure). 

The Strategic Directions Proposal also provides direction on values that 

are to be protected, for example outstanding natural features and 

landscapes. 
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19.14 Mobil Oil NZ, Z Energy Ltd and BP Oil NZ Ltd (723; Schedule 5: 

Introduction and Strategic Directions; pp41-47) and Mobil Oil NZ (988; 

pp69-74) seek amendments to Issues 3.4.4.2 (Energy) and 3.4.4.3 

(Established activities and strategic infrastructure), and I agree that 

amendments to address the matters raised in the submissions are 

appropriate in providing a fuller picture of the issues. However, I have 

included different wording, in Attachment A, that I consider more 

appropriately defines the issues.   

 

19.15 The submissions also seek to amend sub-clause (vii) of Objective 3.6.2 

(Development form and function), on improved energy efficiency, by 

adding "while ensuring existing critical and strategic infrastructure is 

recognised and provided for". In my opinion this matter is already better 

covered by sub-clause (vi) which seeks to ensure the efficient provision, 

development, and use of infrastructure, particularly strategic infrastructure 

which includes bulk fuel supply infrastructure.  

 

19.16 The submissions also seek to amend clause (i) of Objective 3.6.6, which 

seeks the protection of people and the environment from the adverse 

effects of contaminated land and hazardous substances, so that it no 

longer seeks protection from hazardous substances and so that the effects 

on the environment are only minimised. In my opinion the removal of the 

objective of providing protection from hazardous substances would not 

better achieve the purpose of the Act, as it does not seek to avoid, remedy 

or mitigate what undoubtedly has potential to have adverse effects on the 

environment, particularly people's health and safety. The degree of 

protection from hazardous substances that is appropriate will differ 

depending on the substance and the circumstances, but that is a matter 

better addressed in Stage 2 when considering the Hazardous Substances 

and Contaminated Land Proposal.    

 

19.17 With respect to only minimising effects of contaminants on the 

environment, the stated reason for this is that the issue is how existing 

contaminated land should be managed to ensure contamination of the 

environment does not "get worse", and that this is really a minimisation 

approach, which is in accordance with the National Environmental 
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Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect 

Human Health (NES).  I understand that the NES expressly seeks to 

minimise risks and as such have included an appropriate amendment in 

Attachment A.     

 

19.18 Liquigas (774; Appendix 1, part A) seeks a similar amendment to Issue 

3.4.4.3 (Established activities and strategic infrastructure) to that sought by 

Mobil above. However it seeks specific reference to "bulk fuel terminals, 

wharf lines and pipeline infrastructure" as being additional activities that 

could be constrained if sensitive land uses locate nearby. I have proposed 

an amendment to include "hazardous facilities" along the lines of the 

amendment sought by Mobil. In my view the amendment I have proposed 

covers the specific facilities sought to be included in this submission, as 

well as capturing other hazardous facilities. As such I consider that it more 

fully covers the potential issues.  

 

19.19 This Liquigas submission and a similar one by LPC (915, Annexure 2, 

page 11), seek to amend Issue 3.4.4.5 (Health and safety of people and 

the environment) to state that large facilities handling hazardous substance 

need to be buffered from sensitive activities to enable their operation and 

development and to manage risk.  In my opinion this amendment would 

result in a policy direction that is inappropriate in this section. Issue 3.4.4.5 

already recognises activities involving hazardous substances as an issue 

and in my opinion large facilities handling hazardous substance do not also 

need to be included separately.  

 

19.20 The submission seeks to amend sub-clause (a) of Objective 3.6.6 

(Amenity, health and safety) by inserting wording that states that amenity 

values will be "protected, enhanced, or managed appropriately" and in 

clause (iii) refer to "store large volumes of bulk fuel or other hazardous 

substances". The latter is similar to a submission by Christchurch 

International Airport Limited covered earlier in my evidence, starting at 

paragraph 19.7, and Attachment A includes an amendment to cover this. 

However, I consider that the addition of the wording "or managed 

appropriately" does not assist the objective in expressing the outcome 

sought. The reason for this submission by Liquigas is that amenity values 

may not be protected where residential areas are in close proximity to 
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strategic infrastructure. I have included alternative wording in 

Attachment A that I consider more clearly reflects this. 

 

19.21 The Crown (495, page 59) seeks the deletion from Issue 3.4.4.3 of the 

reference to local infrastructure being part of strategic infrastructure, along 

with regional and national infrastructure. In my view, this would be 

inconsistent with the CRPS definition of strategic infrastructure, which 

includes strategic transport networks that are defined to include major 

arterials. Major arterials are locally provided infrastructure, although they 

can have more than just local significance. 

 

19.22 The Crown (495, pages 65 & 66) seeks a number of amendments to 

Policy 3.6.2.8 (Infrastructure), most of which I agree as being appropriate. 

However, I do not agree with the proposed amendment of sub-clause (a) 

as follows; 

  

 Limit Manage the adverse effects of activities on the 

efficient and effective functioning, maintenance and 

upgrading of infrastructure, including reverse sensitivity 

effects. 

 

19.23 In my opinion the amendment provides less policy direction than the pRDP 

provision which directs that some limited adverse effects on infrastructure 

is to be permitted. This contrasts with sub-clause (b) which does not allow 

adverse effects on strategic infrastructure. 

 

19.24 Radio NZ (596, pages 65 & 66) seeks amendments to Policy 3.6.2.8 to 

prevent reverse sensitivity effects on all infrastructure, particularly strategic 

infrastructure. As noted in respect of the previous submission, the pRDP 

provisions do protect strategic infrastructure to that extent. However, I do 

not consider it appropriate to avoid some adverse effects from 

development on non-strategic infrastructure. The CRPS includes this 

approach in Policy 6.3.5, sub-section (5), and the pRDP must give effect to 

that Policy. 

 

http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41688
http://proposeddistrictplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41688
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19.25 Both Radio NZ (596, pages 65 & 66) and Transpower (832, page 8) seek 

an addition to Policy 3.6.2.8 to "recognise" the significance and benefits of 

infrastructure. In my opinion, this provides no additional policy direction to 

achieve the objectives than that already contained in Policy 3.6.2.8. 

 

20. DEFINITIONS OF STRATEGIC INFRASTRUCTURE  

 

20.1 The pRDP Strategic Infrastructure definition is as follows; 

 

means those necessary facilities, services and installations which 

are of greater than local importance, and can include infrastructure 

that is nationally significant. The following are examples of 

strategic infrastructure: 

a. strategic transport networks; 

b. Christchurch International Airport; 

c. Lyttelton Port of Christchurch; 

d. bulk fuel supply infrastructure including terminals, wharf lines 

and pipelines; 

e. defence facilities; 

f. strategic telecommunication facilities; 

g. the electricity transmission network; and 

h. other strategic network utilities. 

 

20.2 Radio NZ (596, Page 13) seeks that sub-clause 6 be amended to read 

"strategic telecommunication and radiocommunication facilities" and to 

add the following after the first line in the definition: 

 

This includes infrastructure which is a lifeline utility as defined in 

the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002. 

 

20.3 I consider that both of these additions are appropriate. 

 

20.4 LPC (91, page 11) seeks the addition of "and inland freight hubs" after 

the words Lyttelton Port of Christchurch. The submitter seeks this 

amendment because freight hubs are considered to be part of the region’s 

strategic infrastructure. Freight hubs are of considerable significance, and 



 

25569869_1.doc  35 
 

are recognised as such by being included in similar policies to those that 

cover strategic infrastructure, such as Policy 3.6.2.8. However, both the 

pRDP and the CRPS refer to freight hubs and strategic infrastructure as 

two distinct activities. So including freight hubs in the definition of strategic 

infrastructure is in my view, confusing. 

 

21. POLICY 3.6.2.8 (C) - NOISE SENSITIVE ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE AIRPORT 

NOISE CONTOUR  

 

21.1 There are a number of submissions on the policy direction to avoid noise 

sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ln noise contour for Christchurch 

International Airport. Andrew Kyle (800, relief C & D) seeks that this 

policy be deleted, or decisions on it deferred until the outcome of the 

judicial review in the High Court. Independent Fisheries (732, Page 2) 

seeks that decisions on this policy be deferred until the outcome of the 

judicial review in the High Court. Policy 3.6.2.8(c) reflects what is contained 

in the CRPS Policy 6.3.5 sub-clause (4) and, as such, is necessary to give 

effect to the CRPS. 

 

21.2 Eros Clearwater (730, relief A) seek to amend the policy by including "the 

Open Space 3D Clearwater Zone" in the exceptions where noise sensitive 

activities are permitted with the noise contour.  The reason they seek this 

exception is that one was included in a similar policy in the Operative City 

Plan (6.3A.7 – Airport Operations) that amended by the LURP (Appendix 

2, Amendment 5).  The direction to amend Policy 6.3A.7 that was 

contained within the LURP was to amend the Operative Plan, not the 

proposed RDP.  The LURP also directed that a new Chapter 6 be inserted 

into the CRPS (Appendix 1 of the LURP).  That included a similar policy, 

Policy 6.3.6(4) which provides the recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be 

assisted by the integration of land use development with infrastructure by: 

 

  Only providing for new development that does not affect the 

efficient operation, use, development , appropriate upgrading and 

safety of existing strategic infrastructure, including by avoiding 

noise sensitive activities within the 50dBA Ldn airport noise 

contour for Christchurch International Airport, unless the activity is 

within an existing residentially zoned urban area, residential 
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greenfield area identified for Kaiapoi, or residential greenfield 

priority area identified in Map A; 

  

21.3 The pRDP must give effect to the CRPS, and Policy 6.3.6(4) of the CRPS 

does not include the Open Space 3D Clearwater Zone as an exception.  

Therefore in my view, including an exemption for Clearwater as sought by 

Eros Clearwater would not give effect to the CRPS.  

 

22. POLICY 3.6.1.4 & ISSUE 3.4.1.7 – TEMPORARY EARTHQUAKE RECOVERY 

ACTIVITIES  

 

22.1 Triton Patrols (112, submission (b)) and St. Georges Hospital (128, (b)) 

seek that sub-clause (b) of Policy 3.6.1.4 that requires temporary 

earthquake recovery activities to be discontinued by 30 April 2018 be 

amended by adding "or such later date as may be specified in a consent 

granted by the Council". My understanding of Policy 3.6.1.4 as contained in 

the pRDP is that it already provides for the possibility of resource consents 

to be granted for longer, or even permanent, use of premises originally 

intended to be occupied on a temporary basis. In particular, sub-clause (c) 

says "Ensure that most activities in temporary locations and 

accommodation … ultimately relocate into areas specifically identified for 

that land use". This indicates to me that it is anticipated that some activities 

in temporary locations may not relocate. The way that is likely to come 

about is through resource consents.  

 

22.2 My view of what sub-clause (b) is indicating is the range of temporary 

activities that the district plan rules should "provide for", and in what 

circumstances. This is reflected in the pRDP rules in Proposal 6, which 

specifically provide for a range of activities as permitted activities and 

some as restricted discretionary activities. In my opinion, the addition 

sought is unnecessary and potentially confusing. 

 

22.3 Triton Patrols (112, submission (a)) and St. Georges Hospital (128, (a)) 

also seek that Issue 3.4.1.7 be amended by deleting the second and third 

lines of paragraph (d), which states: 
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At this stage, the nature, type and scale of temporary activities 

that may need to occur in temporary locations to support the 

rebuild is unknown, but the situation should become clearer as 

the rebuild progresses. Any inclusion of provisions to the 

District Plan should be undertaken once the situation is 

understood. Regardless, any further provision for such 

temporary accommodation arrangements needs to 

acknowledge the impacts on the community that have arisen 

from the exiting provisions and the potential longer term 

recovery and sustainability impacts if such provisions are 

included in the review. 

 

22.4 I agree that the second sentence is out of date and should be removed. 

However, most of the third sentence relating to impacts on the community 

is still relevant and assists in defining the issue.  

 

22.5 I note also that the Council submission (310) identifies a typo in the last 

sentence of this Issue – "exiting" should be "existing". 

 

22.6 The Crown (495, pages 52 & 63) seek that the wording of sub-clause (c) 

of Policy 3.6.1.4 be amended to read " … relocate into areas specifically 

identified for that land use, or other appropriate areas". Adding the 

proposed wording does not provide, in my opinion, any additional policy 

direction as to where temporary recovery activities should relocate to.  As 

discussed above, this sub-clause already indicates that some activities 

may not relocate to areas specifically identified for that land use, and that 

is likely to occur through resource consents where the appropriateness of 

other areas will naturally be a consideration.  If anything the proposed 

addition adds an element of confusion as to what the policy means. 

 

22.7 Canterbury Aggregates (886, page7) seeks to add a new clause to sub-

clause (b) of Policy 3.6.1.4  so that the policy states "to provide for … (iv) 

increases in vehicle movements from and operating hours for land uses 

providing construction related materials and services". Although I consider 

the amendment appropriate, I note that there is some uncertainty as to 

need for this policy and exactly what will be achieved. The Operative 

District Plan contains specific rules on the hours of operation and traffic 
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generation of mineral extraction activities in the Quarry zones. However, 

the provisions of the pRDP in respect of those zones are part of Stage 2 of 

the review and may or may not contain similar provisions. I was unable to 

find, within the whole of Canterbury Aggregates submission any specific 

amendment being sought to the temporary recovery activity rules in 

Proposal 6 that would implement such a policy.  

 

22.8 Church Property Trustees (793, page 8) seeks to amend Policy 

3.6.1.4(c) so that it reads: 

 

Ensure that most activities in temporary locations and 

accommodation following the Christchurch earthquakes 

ultimately relocate are able to re-establish into areas 

specifically identified for that land use, to support the longer 

term prosperity and sustainability of Christchurch. 

 

22.9 The concern of the submitter appears to be not the provisions for 

temporary recovery activities, which they indicate do provide for community 

facilities, but the ability of community facilities to re-establish permanently. 

The Strategic Directions Proposal specifically seeks to ensure there is 

sufficient opportunities for community facilities (Objective 3.6.1), and a new 

policy is proposed in Mr Stevenson's evidence which specifically seeks to 

provide for community facilities (3.6.2.10). In my opinion retaining the focus 

of the existing Policy 3.6.1.4(c) on temporary recovery activities, and 

introducing a new policy to provide for permanent community facilities, is a 

more appropriate way of achieving the objectives than the amendment 

sought to the policy in the submission. 

 

22.10 The submission also seeks to amend Issue 3.4.1.7 to more clearly explain 

the important role of community facilities in the recovery and the vitality of 

the District.  However, the reasons given express the view that "the Policy" 

(presumably 3.6.1.4) does not recognise that some facilities will need to 

remain in place. As explained earlier, it is my opinion that the wording of 

sub-clause (c) specifically provides for that eventuality. 

 

22.11 The Fendalton/Waimairi Community Board (818 page 3) seek that any 

extension of the time period for temporary activities be on a case by case 
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basis and nearby neighbours specifically advised. Policy 3.6.1.4, does not 

direct whether temporary recovery activities should be provided for as 

permitted activities, or require resource consents, it simply seeks to 

provide for them until 2018. In my opinion it is not necessary for all 

temporary recovery activities to go through a resource consent process.  In 

my opinion it would be more appropriate to deal with this submission at the 

hearing on the rules on temporary activities to determine which activities, in 

which circumstances, would most appropriately be managed through a 

resource consent. The pRDP does require a resource consent for some 

activities. 

 

22.12 Heritage NZ (778, provision 3.6.1.4 (c)) seeks that provision be made for 

adaptive re-use of heritage buildings. Heritage matters are being dealt with 

in Stage 2 of the RDP review and, in my opinion, this aspect would be 

better dealt with at that time.  

   

23. LAND USE PRIORITIES AND URBAN DESIGN  

 

23.1 There are a number of submissions that raise concerns about the priorities 

in the pRDP and the provisions relating to urban design. The Property 

Council (595) seeks that the Strategic Directions Objectives and Policies 

be reviewed in total. The reasons for this can be summarised in the 

following statements in the submission (Pages 6 & 7); 

 

Put simply, the wider policy framework sends a clear message - 

recovery and rebuild must take priority. Where a prescriptive 

consenting regime may undermine recovery, it is to be reviewed and 

made more permissive. Where urban design standards may 

negatively impact on recovery, such standards are to be relaxed or 

reduced. When unwarranted notification has the potential to cause 

delay or otherwise stymie development, opportunities must be taken 

to reduce such requirements. 

 

Where development standards lead to increased consenting 

requirements, the Council is to reconsider the necessity for such 

matters. 
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It is the position of the Property Council that as a matter of priority, the 

Strategic Directions Objectives and Policies must be reviewed and 

amended with reference to the RPS, LURP, CCRP and Statement of 

Expectations. 

 

23.2 Scentre (742) makes the statement (Page 3): 

 

To support a centres-based approach, the current strong focus on 

urban design needs to be better balanced with the enablement of 

activities. Commercial opportunities need to be enabled to match the 

current and future growth. 

 

23.3 Scentre seeks (Page 9): 

 

greater enablement of commercial activities in centres by amending 

and/or deleting the proposed urban design and transport provisions 

which will add cost and delays to the consenting process and will act 

to the detriment of economic growth and recovery. 

 

23.4 Scentre also seeks (Page 8) "general amendments to the Strategic 

Directions Chapter as drafted in order to better prioritise matters and 

ensure the directions are consistent with Schedule 4 of the Order in 

Council". 

 

23.5 Kiwi (761) and Progressives (790, para. 34) both raise concerns about 

the urban design controls, and Church Properties (793, para. 11) 

considers that the pRDP is weighted excessively towards restricting the 

negative effects of development, rather than enabling and encouraging 

recovery and redevelopment.  

 

23.6 Turning first to the issue of priorities, it is my understanding that the 

primary statutory document that the pRDP must give effect to is the CRPS. 

As noted earlier in this evidence, Chapter 6 (Recovery and Rebuild of 

Greater Christchurch) of that document was included in the CRPS by the 

LURP and, in my opinion, is very centred on Christchurch, in some aspects 

to an unusually specific degree. Of particular relevance to this hearing is 

that many of the objectives and policies contained in the Strategic 
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Directions Proposal are essentially those that are directed by the CRPS 

and Chapter 6 in particular. Considering urban design as an example that 

has been raised in a number of submissions, the pRDP Strategic 

Directions Policy 3.6.1.5 (Development design and quality) incorporates 

most of what is in the CRPS Policy 6.3.2 (Development form and urban 

design), but also other elements of Chapter 6. 

 

23.7 It is my understanding that neither the CRPS nor the LURP direct, in the 

broad sense, a rebuild "at any cost" approach. Both include very clear 

directions that a range of outcomes are to be achieved. Enabling the 

rebuild is one of those outcomes, but so too are outcomes of protecting 

people from natural hazards, protecting the operation of strategic 

infrastructure, and achieving a quality environment that will make 

Christchurch an attractive place to live and do business.  As indicated in 

the Scentre submission, the issue is one of balancing the outcomes sought 

in a number of objectives to select the policy approach that is the most 

appropriate way of achieving the relevant objectives. The outcomes in 

different objectives may be given different weight in selecting the policy 

direction for particular matters.  

 

23.8 In the Strategic Directions Proposal the "prioritisation" is indicated by the 

wording of the policy directions. For example, although there is a policy to 

"Provide Greenfield land for urban activities …" (3.6.2.3) there is also a 

policy to "Avoid noise sensitive activities" within the noise contour of the 

airport (my emphasis). That policy direction can then be translated into the 

more specific provisions of the Plan so that it does not include new land for 

housing under the noise contour, but could include land for less sensitive 

business activities. 

 

23.9 Returning to the specific issue of urban design, in addition to Policy 6.3.2 in 

the Chapter 6 of the CRPS, there are a number of other provisions that 

indicate that this is an important matter to include in the pRDP. These 

include: 

 

(a) Issue 6.1.4 (Amenity and urban design) which states; "While the 

speed of recovery is important, so too is the quality of the built 

form. Poorly designed development can adversely affect … These 
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matters are important for retaining population and attracting 

workers and new business opportunities. They will affect the 

timing and the success of recovery." 

 

(b) Objective 6.2.1 (Recovery framework) (2) " … Key Activity Centres 

which provide a focus for high quality … development that 

incorporates the principles of good urban design." 

 

(c) Objective 6.2.3 (Sustainability) "Recovery and rebuild is 

undertaken in Greater Christchurch that; (1) provides for quality 

living environments incorporating good urban design …". 

 

(d) Objective 6.2.5 (Key Activity and other centres) "These centres 

will be high quality, support a diversity of business opportunities 

including mixed-use development, and incorporate good urban 

design principles". 

 

23.10 As stated in the submissions, there are also directions in the LURP to 

"address standards relating to urban design that could negatively impact 

upon the rebuild" (Action 45) and the statement in 4.6.2 (Enable a 

supportive regulatory environment) which indicates that in the review of the 

Christchurch City District Plan, among matters to be addressed are 

"measures to provide a clear supportive framework must be given priority. 

These include reducing consent and notification requirements, removing 

unnecessary impediments associated with urban design requirements …".  

  

23.11 However immediately following the latter clause at 4.6.3 (Ensure quality 

design requirements) the LURP states: 

 

… the recovery must facilitate and enable a high-quality living 

environment. … Good quality urban design for new and rebuilt 

areas is critical to promote a successful and enduring recovery, 

… As part of its district plan review, Christchurch City Council will work 

with developers to improve the certainty and clarity of urban design 

requirements to streamline consenting processes. (my emphasis).  
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 The importance of urban design and what it should include are discussed 

in the adjoining shaded box on the same page. 

 

23.12 There appears to be some tension between the various clauses in the 

LURP. But given the provisions of Chapter 6 of the CRPS, my 

understanding is that the pRDP needs to address urban design and 

achieve good urban design outcomes, but also needs to seek to provide 

certainty and clarity of the requirements, remove unnecessary 

impediments, and reduce consent and notification requirements. That is 

quite a tall order for an issue such as urban design, and the most 

appropriate means of achieving that may well vary depending on the 

activity and the location involved.  However, issues on the outcomes to be 

achieved in particular areas and how they are most appropriately achieved 

are better dealt with when considering the specific Proposals that cover 

particular zones in later hearings.  

 

23.13 It is my opinion that the urban design provisions included in the Strategic 

Directions Proposal are necessary to achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

 

23.14 The Fendalton/Waimairi Community Board (818, page 2) seeks that 

Policy 3.6.1.5 include specific criteria for "liveability" and practicality of 

occupancy for high density housing. It is not clear what these criteria might 

be.  In any event, it is my opinion that such detail for a specific activity 

would be more appropriately located in the Residential Proposal. 

 

23.15 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 18) seeks that Policy 3.6.1.5 (a)(i) be deleted 

and replaced with a provision about Ngāi Tahu Urban Design Protocols 

that are not specified and appear to have yet to have been adopted. The 

reason for the submission is that the reference in that part of the policy to 

tūrangawaewae of manawhenua in this context and the subsequent 

explanation is a little vague. The submitter is concerned that the provision 

provides little guidance on whether and how the principle will be applied. 

Without some specific alternative wording, it is difficult to respond to this 

submission. The clause in the pRDP is as follows: 
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i. Tūrangawaewae of manawhenua and sense of place and 

belonging – the unique and distinctive qualities of the 

surroundings including existing and historic social, 

cultural, natural and built heritage, character and identity 

are respected and appropriately reflected within the 

development. 

 

23.16 I consider that the sub-clause already provides appropriate policy direction 

to achieve the objectives of the Plan. 

 

24. DEFINITION OF URBAN ACTIVITIES 

 

24.1 The definition of urban activities in Proposal 2 is: 

 

 Means activities of a size, function, intensity or character typical of 

those in urban areas and includes: 

a.  residential units at a density equivalent to more than one 

residential unit per 4 ha of site area; 

b.  industrial and commercial activities, except rural activities; 

c. sports fields and recreation facilities that service the urban 

population (but excluding activities that require a rural 

location); and 

d. any other land use that is to be located within the existing 

urban area or new Priority Areas for development identified in 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, on Map 

A. 

 

24.2 The Crown (495, Page 40 - 41) indicates that it opposes in part a number 

of defined terms in the pRDP, particularly those for a range of community 

facilities, but does not specify the decision sought in respect of urban 

activities. The reason for the submission appears to be concern about the 

overlaps and lack of clarity in the definitions for various types of community 

facilities. It is not clear what this has to do with the definition of urban 

activities, which is a very broad term covering a range of activities that may 

include community facilities. 

 

http://ecan.govt.nz/our-responsibilities/regional-plans/rps/Pages/Default.aspx
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24.3 The Council (310, Attachment 1 page 20) has made a submission on the 

term, seeking that the definition should be amended to remove the 

reference to rural activities.  As rural activities are not currently defined in 

the pRDP and will not be addressed until Stage 2 of the review,  I agree 

with this change and it is included in Attachment A of my evidence. 

 

25. NEW OBJECTIVE ON THE COASTAL ENVIRONMENT  

 

25.1 MKT/Ngāi Tahu (1145, page 16) seek an additional objective and policies 

specifically on the coastal environment. The coastal environment is being 

reviewed in Stage 2. I consider that it would be more appropriate to 

consider whether these provisions should be included when those 

provisions have been developed. 

 

26. CONCLUSION 

 

26.1 There have been a number of submissions on the Strategic Outcomes in 

Proposal 1 Introduction and Proposal 3 Strategic Directions, which I have 

evaluated in my Statement of Evidence, having regard to the statutory 

framework and the merits of what has been sought.  The changes that I 

have recommended in response to submissions on the relevant proposals 

are outlined in this evidence and in Attachment A. Changes sought that 

relate to speciality areas have been considered in others evidence, as 

referred to in paragraph 3.3, and their recommendations have been 

incorporated into Attachment A to this evidence.   

 

 

 

 

Peter Nicolas Eman 

18 November 2014 
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Attachment A 

 

Strikethrough/underlined version of Strategic Outcomes  

and Strategic Directions Proposal 

[See separate PDF] 



 

25569869_1.doc  47 
 

Attachment B 

 

Extract from Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Runanga O Ngāi Tahu Submission #1145 

(pages 11 & 12) 

Decision sought: 
 
Delete section 3.5 Strategic Directions from Chapter 3. 
Replace section 3.5.1 – Recognising manawhenua interests (p.11/28) with the following objective 
and policies to be inserted in Section 3.6 Objectives & Policies: 
 
Objective: 
Ngāi Tahu is recognised as a Treaty partner with the Crown and has a prominent role in the rebuild 
and future development and management of Ōtautahi (Christchurch City) and its surroundings. 
 
Policies: 

1. In recognition of rangatiratanga Ngāi Tahu is engaged in decision-making on the rebuild and 
future development of Ōtautahi (Christchurch City) and the greater Christchurch District. 

 
2. Kaitiakitanga is recognised in the management of the natural and physical resources of 

Ōtautahi and the Greater Christchurch District including Ngā Pākihi Whakatekateka o 
Waitaha (Canterbury Plains) and Te Pātaka o Rākaihautū (Banks Peninsula). 
 

3. Ngāi Tahu cultural and heritage values, including significant sites, landscapes, place names, 
and ahi kā roa and associated history, are recognised, protected and where appropriate 
promoted as part of the rebuild and further development of Ōtautahi (Christchurch City). 
 

4. The land, freshwater and coastal resources of Ōtautahi (Christchurch City, Te Pātaka o 
Rākaihautū (Banks Peninsula and those parts of Christchurch District in Ngā Pākihi 
Whakatekateka o Waitaha (Canterbury Plains) are managed to restore mahinga kai and allow 
access for Ngāi Tahu whānui to mahinga kai. 
 

5. Urban design protocols and other plan provisions allow for the development of buildings and 
facilities which reflect Ngāi Tahu culture and traditions and utilise Ngāi Tahu land, including 
papakāinga housing. 
 

6. Access for Ngāi Tahu whānui to their ancestral lands, water, and sites of Ngāi Tahu cultural 
significance is retained and where opportunities arise, enhanced. 

 
As a consequence delete Policies 3.6.3.2 and 3.6.3.3. 
 
Make any other consequential amendments necessary to give effect to the relief sought in this 
submission. 
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Attachment C 

 

Extract from Mahaanui Kurataiao Ltd and Te Runanga O Ngāi Tahu Submission #1145 

(pages 14 & 15) 

Decision sought: 
 
Rewrite Policies 3.6.4.1(a) and (b) as one policy, as one policy which reads:: 

 

(a)  Avoid land use and development adversely affecting 

groundwater aquifers, surface water/wai bodies and stream 

catchments, particularly the district's potable water/wai 

supplies.  

 

(b) Avoid disturbing significant spring head features.  

 

(a) Ensure land use and development retains the natural 

character of groundwater aquifers, surface water bodies and 

stream catchments. 

 

Protect the district's potable water supplies, natural wetlands, 

springheads and areas used for mahinga kai from drainage, 

contamination or inappropriate modification. 

 

Amend Policy 3.6.4.1(c) as follows: 

 

(c) Ensure best practicable options are adopted for the treatment 

and disposal of stormwater generally including on-site 

retention and treatment for new urban areas that also 

mitigate direct stormwater flow into natural waterways. 

Require all stormwater reticulation and disposal systems in 

new areas to be filtered prior to discharge and require land 

retention wherever practicable, and progressively introduce 

similar design and treatment in established urban areas over 

time. 
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Add the following new policy (d) which reads: 

 

(d) Over time eliminate urban design which results in the 

discharge of sewage, industrial or trade water or other waste 

products directly into water by: 

(i) Ensuring all urban development is served by a 

reticulated sewage system; 

(ii) New urban development is designed to avoid 

creating potential sewage or industrial wasteoverflow 

into the Otakaro/Avon or Opawaho/Heathcote rivers; 

(iii) Progressively eliminating current overflows into 

rivers from existing urban development; and- 

Managing the design and siting of waste storage 

facilities to avoid discharges or accidental spillages 

into waterways. 

(iv) Managing the design and siting of waste storage 

facilities to avoid discharges or accidental spillages 

into waterways. 

 

 Amend Policy 3.6.4.1(d) as follows and re-number of Policy 3.6.4.1(e):  

 

(e) Require esplanade reserves and strips, except where 

inappropriate, and development setbacks where necessary to 

protect natural and cultural and manawhenua values. 

Retain and where opportunities arise enhance public access 

to and along the city's waterways except where public access 

would be inappropriate due to the ecological or cultural 

sensitivity of a site or for public safety; and  

 

Retain and where opportunities arise enhance Ngāi Tahu 

whanui access to waterways, hapua, wetlands and other sites 

of Ngāi Tahu cultural significance.  
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 Add a new Policy 3.6.4.1(f) which reads: 

 

(f) Encourage urban design and development that uses water 

efficiently and reduces demand for sewerage, wastewater and 

stormwater disposal from the outset. 

 

 Add a new Policy 3.6.4.1(g) which reads: 

 

(g) Enhance the indigenous biodiversity and amenity values of 

Otautahi (Christchurch City) and improve water quality by: 

(i) Promoting the development of artificial wetlands and 

riparian planting as an integral part of urban 

development; 

(ii) Ensuring remedial works required for bank stability 

or to prevent inundation are designed and sited in 

sympathy with the natural character of the waterway; 

and 

(iii) (iii) Requiring buildings, structures and earthworks to 

be appropriately designed and sited to avoid or 

mitigate adverse effects on biodiversity or habitat 

values and the natural character of streams, springs, 

hapua and wetlands and their margins. 

 


